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City of Santa Barbara
Planning Division’

Memorandum
DATE: July 21, 2010
TO: Susie Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer
FROM: Roxanne Milazzo, Associate PEanner{Eﬁé‘}‘}’
SUBJECT: 2010 Emerson Avenue MST2009-00294

On June 30, 2010, the Staff Hearing Officer (SHO) reviewed Modification requests on
this site to permit an increase in roof height within the required six-foot interior setback,
a dormer addition to exceed the solar access height limitation, and parking within the
required fifteen foot front setback. Unable to make the findings for the proposed parking
space in the front setback, the SHO continued the item to the July 28, 2010 Agenda to

give the applicants an opportunity to study ways to reduce the parking area and
increase landscaping and screening.

On July 18, 2010, the applicant presented to the Single Family Design Board (SFDB)
four options (including the existing condition) for providing one parking space on-site. Of
the options presented, the SFDB'’s preferred alternative was to provide one uncovered

space in the front setback, and remove all unnecessary paving and the second curb cut
associated with the circle drive.

Attached are five alternative parking designs for your review and consideration for the
July 28, 2010 Hearing. All five designs require Modification approval to permit parking
within the required fifteen foot front setback. After reviewing all options, Staff concurs
with the SFDB’s direction which is represented as Option #2 on Sheet AB.

Staff recommends that the Staff Hearing Officer make the required findings that the
Modification to permit parking within the required front setback is necessary to secure
an appropriate improvement on the site and that it meets the purpose and intent of the
Ordinance. Option #2 will bring the site’s non-conforming parking status closer to
current requirements and eliminates one vehicle from parking on the street, while the
proposed landscaping will screen the parked vehicle from the public right-of-way.

Exhibits:
A. June 30, 2010 SHO Staff Report
B. SHO Minutes — June 30, 2010
C. Neighbor's E-Mails dated July 16 & 19, 2010



. City of Santa Barbara

California

STAFF HEARING OFFICER
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: June 23, 2010
AGENDA DATE: June 30, 2010
PROJECT ADDRESS: 2010 Emerson (MST2009-00294)

TO: Susan Reardon, Senior Planner, Staff Hearing Officer
FROM: Planning Division, (805) 564-5470
Danny Kato, Senior Planner “i}\/%i/ |
Roxanne Milazzo, Associate Plan G{M
L PRGJECT DESCRIPTION '
The 8,739 square foot project site is currently developed with a single family residence. The
proposed project involves “as-built” changes that have occurred on site, including replacement
of the American four square gable dormer with a full front gable with French Doors and roof
deck, addition of two side-facing gable dormers, and the addition of a circular driveway. The
discretionary applications required for this project are Modifications to permit an increase in
roof height within the required six-foot interior setback, a dormer addition to exceed the solar
access height limitation, and parking within the required fifteen foot front setback (SBMC
§28.18.060, 28.11.020, & 28.90.001).
Date Application Accepted: May 11, 2010 Date Action Required: August 11, 2010
1L RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Staff Hearing Office approve the Modification requests for interior
setback alterations and for solar access limitations, but deny the request to provide parking
within the front setback, subject to conditions,
i,  SITE INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS

A SITE INFORMATION

Applicant: Mark Morando Property Owner: Charles Bradford
Parcel Number: 025-401-002 Lot Area: 8,739

General Plan: 12 Units Per Acre Zoning: R-2

Existing Use:  One-Family Residence Topography: 18% Slope

Exhibit A
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Adjacent Land Uses:
North ~ One-Family Residence East - One-Family Residence
South - Emerson Avenue West — One-Family Residence
B. PROJECT STATISTICS
Existing ‘ Proposed
Living Area - - 1,981 sf 1,981 sf
C.  PROPOSED LOT AREA COVERAGE
Building: 1,826 sf 21% Hardscape: 1,043 sf 12% Landscape: 5,870 sf 67%
D. FLOOR-AREA RATIO (FAR) _
Max. Allowed FAR: 0.39 Proposed FAR: 0.23 = 60.6% of Max. Allowed FAR

1IV. MODIFICATIONS DISCUSSION

The subject property is requesting Modification approvals for existing alterations that were
completed without benefit of building permits, and that do not meet current zoning regulations.
Three Modifications are required to legalize the alterations: relief of the required six-foot
interior setback, solar access limitations, and allowable parking areas. Modification approvals
are necessary to secure building permits to clear the active enforcement case on this property.

Interior Yard :

The existing residence is non-conforming to its western interior setback with original
development being constructed at 4’6”. Alterations to the residence that were made without
benefit of building permits included the addition of two gabled dormers (one on each side) and
a full Victorian gable at the front. The new front facade gable increased the height of the roof
pitch by 6” within the setback. Although Staff discourages use of the Modification process for
legalization of “as-built” work, this alteration results in only a minor encroachment with no
additional floor area being added within the required setback.

Solar Access Limitations

The “as-built” dormer on the west side of the residence exceeds the building height limitations
to clear solar access limits. In order to grant a Modification, a determination of unreasonable
restriction must be made. Documentation was provided to Staff, indicating that the criteria for
unreasonable restriction can be met and that this project qualifies for Modification approval,
There are four criteria to determine an unreasonable hardship for second story additions:

(1) All portions of the proposed addition which will violate the solar access height
limitations for zones other than R-3 and R-4, except for roof overhangs of up to two (2)
feet, are entirely within the perimeter of a structure which was constructed or was
issued a building permit prior to the effective date of the ordinance first enacting SBMC
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@)

3)

(4

Chapter 28.11. The project meets this criterion, as the dormer is entirely within the
perimeter of the existing house. '

The horizontal dimensions of the proposed addition, excluding roof overhangs, as
measured parallel to all northerly lot lines of the lot upon which it is proposed, do not
exceed twenty five (25) feet, except that portions of the addition that comply with the
solar access height limitations for zones other than R-3 and R-4 shall be exempt from
the provisions of this sentence. The project meets this criterion, as the dormer is 12 feet
wide.

All portions of the addition which violate the solar access height limitations for zones
other than R-3 and R-4 have been designed so as to cast no shadow at 9:00 a.m., Noon,
and 3:00 p.m. PST on December 21 on any solar collector in existence, or for which a
building permit has been issued. For the purposes of this subsection, a solar collector
shall be any device which is designed primarily to collect solar energy and which
contains an area of twenty four (24) square feet or more. The project meets this
criterion, because there are no solar collectors on neighboring properties.

The amount of direct sunlight on all south facing windows on any adjacent lot at 9:00
a.m., Noon, and at 3:00 p.m. PST on December 21 following construction of the
proposed addition will be greater than or equal to the amount of such sunlight in the
event that the maximum addition in compliance with the solar access height limitations
were to be constructed. The effect of shade caused by vegetation shall not be a
consideration in this determination. For the purposes of this subsection, south facing
windows shall include any window in a dwelling which faces 45 degrees or less from
true south and which separates heated from non-heated space. The project meets this
criterion, because it does not cast a shadow on any south facing window. The dormer’s
noon shadow does partially shade a window on the property to the northwest
(approximately one s.f.). However, that window faces approximately 47 degrees from
true south, and thus is not a south facing window for purposes of this criterion.

Parking In Front Yard

City records indicate that the subject property has never had recognized parking on site. The
applicant claims the area within the front setback has historically been use for uncovered
parking, and is requesting Modification approval to maintain it. Review by Transportation
Planning Staff has indicated their support of the “as- built” parking space within the front
setback subject to the condition that the second curb cut, at the west end of the front lot line be
removed and replaced with a curb constructed to City standards. Replacement of the curb will
provide a parking opportunity on the street for the neighborhood. The required finding for a
setback Modification is that it is necessary to secure an appropriate improvement. It is Staff’s
position that this lot has conforming options for parking at the rear of the residence and because
of that opportunity; Staff does not believe that the required finding can be made.

%
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V.

FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS

The Staff Hearing Officer finds that the Modification being requested for alterations to the
portion of the residence located within the interior setback is necessary to secure an appropriate
improvement to the existing structure by allowing for an improved design, and promoting a
uniform improvement for the encroachment that currently exists.

The Staff Hearing Officer finds that the Modification of building height limitations to protect
and enhance solar access is necessary to prevent an unreasonable restriction, as the project
meets all criteria to be deemed an unreasonable restriction, as described in Section IV of the
Staff Report.

The Staff Hearing Officer does not find that the request to legalize parking within the required
front setback is necessary to secure an appropriate improvement on site, because theré are
conforming locations available for parking spaces. Staff’s opinion’is that an appropriate
improvement would be parking behind the house, and recommends that the area currently being
used for parking be landscaped to restrict its use for parking. '

Staff recommends the conditions that: 1) the curb cut at the western side of the property be
removed and replaced with a curb so that the area may be used for street parking, and 2) the
area in front of the house be landscaped to prevent vehicular parking.

Exhibits:

A,
B.
C.

Site Plan (under separate cover)
Applicant's letter dated May 4, 2010 with attachments
SFDB Minutes

Contact/Case Planner: Roxanne Milazzo, Associate Planner
(rmilazzo@SantaBarbaraCA.gov)

630 Garden Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Phone: (805) 564-5470



May 4, 2010

Staff Hearing Officer

City of Santa Barbora
Post Office Drawer 1990
Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Re: C Brad and Cathy Ann Simon
2010 Emerson Avenue
Santa Barbara, CA 93103

Dear Mrs. Reardon,

Enclosed please find the formal application for the project located at 2010
Emerson Avenue within the Lower Riviera neighborhood in the City of Santa
Barbara. The parcel {035-033-004) is zoned R-2, is within 1000 feet of EPV Part |
and has an approximate slope of 15%. The 8,739 square foof parcel is
developed with a 1,981 net square foot two story dwelling. The proposaiis for
“as-built” alterations on the second floor totaling 71 net square feet, a second
floor front deck of 39 square feet and maintaining the front historic circular
driveway.

The project went before the Historic Landmarks Commission on September 2nd,
2009 for the acceptance of the historic structures report. The report was
accepted with recommendations and the project forwarded to the Single
Family Design Board. The project has been reviewed three times by the Single
Family Design Board; November 9, and November 291, 2009 for architectural
aspects and again on January 4th, 2010 for comments on the historic circular
driveway parking in the front yard.

The owner's of 2010 Emerson Avenue request your consideration for required
modifications: {I} an interior required yard modification, {llj a solar access height
limitation modification, and (Ill) a front required yard modification.

{1} An inferior reguired yard modification

The previously alfered front American Foursquare gable on @ hipped roof was
altered by the addition of two gabled dormers on the north and south and the
present full Victorion gable at the front facade. The new front facade goble
increases the height of the roof pitch above the area of the hipped roof as it
extends into the northern interior setback. The survey shows the dwelling at 4’4"
from the property line when it was built in 1886, The height increases by 6" over
the 1’6" encroachment for a totfal of 1.1 square foot friangular area of 1.14
cubic feet of volume area of encroachment. The area is a non-usable air
volume between the existing covered hip roof element and the new front gable
and it extends verticaily. The front gable is wider than the original front gable of




the original 1886 design, that was removed after the 1925 earthquake and the
American foursquare gable installed with the hipped roof. . See historic
photographs provided. The new full front gable design is indicative of Victorian
era houses. See the existing and proposed elevations.

The new design is a uniform improvement that promotes the Foik Victorian
architectural design and is fundamentally technical in nature. The R-2 allows
non-conforming additions at ground level where an existing building has been
consfructed five feet from an interior property line, so long as the addition in
constructed no less than five feet to the same interior property fine. The building
at the time of construction in 1886 did not require a building permit nor have
setbacks. When the area was subdivided with the creation of the Los Pietras
tfract in January of 1888 the building had a five foot interior vard setback.
However, when the surveyor, Les Everhard, surveyed the property ne found
discrepancies in the tract surveys and had fo make up lost inches throughout
the fract to place the dvyeiling within the boundary markers established. The
dwelling is currently at 4’6 13/14", almost 4'7" o the property line.

(1} A soiar access height limitation modification

Due 1o the orientation of the City of Santa Barbara at 45 degrees off true north,
the City in 1986 implemented Ordinance 4426 for the profections and
enhancement of solar access that eventually became SBMC 28.11, The Solar
Ordinance. The Solar Ordinonce set forth rules o protect these northerly
diagonal lot lines and allowed for certain height limits in different residential
onhes.  Furthermore, it exempted certain structures, previously approved
projects and directed the Community Development Director to promulgate and
administer rules and regulations necessary for the administration and
interpretation of the ordinance.

The property has fwo northerly property fines with regards to the solar ordinance.
The property line fo the northwest at N 47 degrees runs along Cleveland Street
and therefore does not count as a northerly property line for solar. The other
northerly property line to the northeast, fowards the Mission is the property fine in
question where the new northern hipped cross gable surpasses the height
above the allowed 30 degree solar fine. The existing roofline and new front
gabie is below the 30 degree solar compliance line for the allowed twelve feet
vertical extension in the R-2 zone. However, the new northern hipped cross
gable is not in compliance for the allowed twelve foot vertical extension in the
R-2 zone, but is below the eighteen foot allowed vertical extension for the R-3
and R-4 zones.

Within the rules promulgated by the Communify Deveiopment Director and
Adopted October 7, 1986 and amended March 31, 1998, SBMC 28.11.040, the
criteria for determination of unreasonable resfriction were adopted to make the
modification finding pursuant fo SBMC 28.92.110.A4. Under rule “4.b.i,
Consideration of Second Story Additions”, there are four criteric needed to




meet the finding for unreasonable restriction and the current project meets all
four of the criteria.

1)

All portions of the proposed addition that violates the solar access height
limitation are enfirely within the perimeter of the structure that was
constructed prior fo the effective date of the ordinance. The dormer is
within the perimeter of the existing structure. See the roof plan.

The horizontal dimension of the proposed addition not in compliance is
less than twenty-five feet as measured parallel to the northerly property
line. The dormer’s horizontal dimension, excluding roof eaves is 99" and
with eaves is 11°?". The dormer is setback from the plate line of the floor
below. See the roof plan on Sheet A-1.

All portions of the addition which viclate the solar access height limitation
have been designed so as to cast no shadow on any solar collector in
existence. There are not any solar collectors on the adjacent properties in
question.

“The amount of direct sunlight reaching all south facing windows of any
structure on an adjacent lot at 9:00 a.m., Noon, and at 3:00 p.m. PST on
December 21 following construction of the proposed addition will be
greater than or equal to the amount of such sunlight in the event that the
maximum addition in compliance with the solar access height limitations
were to be constructed. The effect of shade caused by vegetation shall
not be a consideration in this determination. For the purposes of this
subsection, south facing windows shall include any window in a dwelling
which faces 45 degrees or less from frue south and which separctes
heated from non-heated space.” Shadow studies were prepared and
demonsirate that the 3 p.m. shadow falls entirely within the opplicant’s
property, {See Sheet A4 Solar Plan View}. The 9 a.m. shadow falls entirely
on the roof of the neighbor's house, (See Sheet A4 Solar Plan View and
Sheet A5 Solar Elevations). The noon shadow falls over the northerly
neighbors roof and covers a part of a window that is NOT o south focing
window. The window in question faces N47 degrees, which is greater than
45 degrees true South. The shadow study shows that the area of window
coverage on the longest shadow day of the yearis a 1'1" by 1'1” friangle
in the upper left hand corner of the window with a hypotenuse of 1'46 %"
in length. Given that the window is not a south facing window and the
area of non-compliance for the solar is less than that specified for the R-3
and R-4 zones with an 18°0" vertical extension on the northerly property
ine pursuant to SBMC 28.92.110.A.4., under rule 4.b.ii, consideration of
second story additions, the four criteric needed to meet the finding for
unreasonabile restriction are met.




(Hi} A front required yard modification

Upon plan review during zoning plan check of the project, the front circular
driveway was determined to be un-permitted. The front yard area and its
hardscape were built along with the dwelling in 1886 before the first zoning rules
went in effect in 1930. When first built there was no street (Emerson Ave.) and
due to the steep slope the front area was the only flat area on the hillside
capable of parking a horse, horse and carriage and then automobiles. The front
area has been used for parking fransportation vehicles {animal and
mechanical) for fransportation since its inception in 1886. The owner wishes to
continue this historical use of this area. City Planning has asked that the northern
curb cut be removed and the paving within the front yard removed. The ashlar
sandstone walls at the front of the original folk Victorian that remain today are
curvilinear in nature and have horse ring ties that were originally used for the
horse and buggy tumn-around. The property has a fifteen-foot driveway access
agreement that it shares with 2000 Emerson Avenue to the south, with between
8 to 9 feet of paving. The fifteen-foot easement is divided into seven and one-
half feet of easement on each property for ingress and egress. The applicant’s
property is not required to have any statutory parking.

When the city developed Cleveland Street above the properties it created an
eight-foot elevation gain ot the rear of the properties, thereby eliminating the

then existing ingress and egress from the rear of both properties, (See Historic
Photo Exhibit A).

The R-2 zone requires a 20’ front setback for parking facing the street and 15;
front setback for parking not facing the street. Currently, the Transporiation
Department is amenable fo removing the northern curb cut and allowing
parking within the front yard setback, as it would create a parking space on the
street by the re-instollotion of the curb and remove one car from the street.
Parking in the front setback is the predominant pattern in the neighborhood.

At the end of the block 1915 Emerson built in 1946 with a four-car garage
beneath that was converted to four uncovered parking spaces within the front
setback and a forty foot curb cut.

434 Montgomery Avenue does not have any parking.

431 Montgomery has a one-car garage at the property line on Emerson.

1939 Emerson Avenue has a two-car garage at the property line on Emerson.
1914 Emerson Avenue has a three-car garage beneath within the front setback.
1218 Emerson Avenue has a two-car garage below that is setback.,




1924 Emerson Avenue had a one-car garage af the property line on Emerson.
Under MST2009-00475 a front yard modification was granted January 13, 2010 for
the expansion of the garage in the front setback and a new uncovered parking
space in the front setback. The project consisted of a duplex to be conveited
into a single family dwelling and a new detached unit, expansion of the garage
with a roof deck in the front setback and the uncovered parking space in the
front setback.

2000 Emerson Avenue has a two-car garage beneath the dwelling, setback
from the street.

2016 Emerson Avenue has a two-car garage within the front setback beneath
the dwelling.

2018 Emerson Avenue has two-car garages within the front setback. :
2026 and 2022 Emerson Avenue each have one-car garages beneath the units
within the front setback.

501 Orena Avenue has a two-car garage at the property line.

903 Orena Avenue has a one-car garage at the property line.

505 Orena Avenue has a one-car garage at the property line.

508 Orena Avenue has three uncovered spaces at the front property line.

1935 Cleveland Avenue has a one-car garage at the front property line.

1925 Cleveland Avenue has a one-car garage at the front property fine.

1921 Cleveland Avenue has a two-car garage at the front property line

1917 Cleveland Avenue has o two-car carport within the front yard setback.
1911 Cleveland Avenue has a one-car garage at the front property line.

1920 Maple has three uncovered parking spaces at the front property line.

The loss of the front parking area creates a need to provide parking for the
dwelling, although parking is not required. To provide a conforming parking
opfion at the rear of the dwelling would create an economic hardship for the
owners. The only way fo create conforming parking would be within the
remaining front yard off Cleveland Street, accessed off Emerson Avenue along
the existing driveway easement. This conforming option would require extensive
retaining walls, grading, paving, stairs, lighting and they would still have to walk
a long way down the steep lot and enter info the rear of the dwelling. In order
to create poarking above off Cleveland Street, due to the slope, the new
garage/carport or uncovered spaces would have to cantilever off the street
within the front setback requiring a front yard modification, as well.

Additionally, to create a carriage style garage at the front of the dwelling off
Emerson Avenue emulating the design of the house would change the
character and charm of the existing Folk Victorian and would be difficult to
design within the given space parameters due to the location of the dwelling at
twenty-three feet from the right-of-way.




The City has recognized in the General Plan the existing hardship in the
neighborhood due to inadequate off street parking and streets that are too
narrow, From the City's General Pian page 51-52 Lower Riviera:

“The major problem exists in the western portion in the Grand Avenue areg
where the development is more complete. The lots here are small and the
street pattern is characterized by very steep grades and inadeguate cross
sections. To complicate this basic difficulty where land is subdivided into a
pattern unsuited fo the topography, the area has been zoned R-2 since the very
first zoning ordinance of the City went into effect in 1930.”..."The effects are
overcrowding of the land and automobile congestion. The latter problem is
infensified by the lack of off-street parking the narrowness of the streets.”
“Special zoning regulations might be applied to this particular area to allow
greater flexibility in the design and location of off-street parking spaces so that
all available and workable space might be put fo use.” (Emphasis added) (See
Exhibit B} Haven spoken to most of the neighbors, the strongly shared opinion is
gel as many cars parked off Emerson Avenue as possible.

Parking on Emerson Avenue is not safe, the street is only sixteen feet wide and
allowing for the standard eight feet of curb side parking width ieaves only an
eight foof roadway. During the 29 vears that the Simons have owned the
property, of the neighbors who have to park on the street, a majority of them
have had their cars sideswiped or damaged by vehicles driving on Emerson
Avenue. The street is so narrow that many times the MarBorg Garbage Truck
(and other large vehicles} has to drive up on the curb, due to parked vehicles
narrowing the roadway. The storm catch basin in the public right-of-way across
from 2010 Emerson is damoged from this evasive driving on the curb. The
resuliing damage has left this basin top destroyed.

The vast majority of parcels in this neighborhood park in the front yard set back if
they have any off sireet parking. The lack off on street parking is significant issue
in my neighborhood and if the lots in my area did not use front yard parking
there would be a severe parking problem without ingress and egress for existing
residents. This problem is recognized in the City's General Plan, which
encourages creaiive solutions to he parking scarcity in the Lower Riviera.

Before the re~building of Roosevelt School in the 1990’s my neighborhood had
an overflow parking area behind Roosevelt School for approximately 20
vehicles. That area is now marked “Loading Zone Only" and is empty all of the
time. This seems in direct conflict with the City's General Plan.

From the City’s General Plan page 51-52 Lower Riviera:

“The solution to the problem in the Grand Avenue lies not in the reduction of
density, for that would call for massive redevelopment, including complete re-




subdivision. It would be wiser to accept the basic development of the area as it
is and to devise unique and special solutions to the particular problems
presented. For example, special community off-street parking focilities might
be provided in each block rather thane altempiing to widen any of the street in
order fo provide on street parking.” (Emphaisis is mine) (See Exhibit B).

it seems inconsistent for the City to want to remove the Simon's curb cut to
provide one on-street parking space, when the City removed 20 on-sireet
parking spaces used by the neighborhood from behind Roosevelt in the 1990's.

It is understood that un-permitted situations on adjacent parcels are not to be
used as factual reasons for justification of a given argument, however, they
cannot be ignored as they offer insight into the reality of the neighborhood.
Please fake a drive up Orena and along Cleveland Street above the property to
get a feel for neighborhood compatibility.

The neighborhood density, narrow streets, topography, overcrowding, illegal
units and parking create a hardship recognized in the General plan decades
ago.

Approving the existing curb cut and uncovered parking space within the front
sefback secures the existing appropriate improvement and promotes uniformity
of improvement on the property better than any other option, given the history
of the dwelling and the nature of the neighborhood. The improvement is in
conformance with the historic use of the property and maintains the historic
character of the Folk Victorian dwelling. it allows continued access to the front
of the dwelling on the existing hardscape of the Ashlar sandstone walls and
walkway. It prevents unreasonable hardships by moving the parking farther

from the dwelling, increasing grading, and runs contrary to the City's Generail
Plan.

The owner and | believe that the proposed solutions are appropriately designed
and create improvements that are architecturally and functionally desirable
and complement the original design of the dwelling. The interior yard
modification for the gable vertical extension is a technical madification that
does not impact any neighbors, not add floor area o the dwelling. The solar
modiification meets all of the criteria required to make the finding of
unreasondble restriction. The uncovered parking space and curb cut secure an
existing historic aspect of the property that was never officially legalized in City
records. The owner will work with the Single Family Design Board to create
landscaping to screen the uncovered parking space and provide paving
appropriate and complementary to the design of the dweliing.

Thank vou for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely




Mark Morando
Morande Planning & Design




2010 EMERSON - SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN BOARD MINUTES

November 9, 2009
A letter in support of the project from Paula Westbury was acknowledged.

Mr. Limon explained that the Historic Landmarks Commission reviewed the historic
structures report and determined that because of the level of alterations to the structure its
historical integrity has been lost.

Motion: Contined two weeks to the Full Board with the followin g comments:

1) Study the intersection between the widow's walk, the dormers, and the front gable.

2) Provide additional information about the design intent for levels of embellishruent.

3) Study reducing the side dormers in size or using hip roofs.

4} Provide a roof plan.

5) Itis understood that based upon the historical structures report, the building is no
longer a structure of historical merit due to alterations, and it is not the intent to return the
structure to its historic nature.

Action: Deisler/Woolery, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Mahan absent.)

November 23, 2609
A letter in opposition from Paula Westbury was acknowledged

Straw vote: how many members can support parking in the required front yard? 3/3/0.
Tie vote.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer and return with the
following comments: '
Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer and return with the

following comments:

1) The Modifications for the roof overhang encroachment and solar access are minor and
pose no negative architectaral impacts.

2} The Board was split, on a 3-3 straw vote, as to support of parking in the required front
vard.

3) Hipped dormers are preferred.

4) Determine the designated strect tree. or retain the Coral tree.

5) Provide embellishments at front elevation and show all finai details on plans.

Action: Bernstein/Deisler, 6/0/0. Motion approved. (Woolery absent.)



January 4, 2010
A public comment letter in opposition from Paula Westbury was acknowledged.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer with the following
comments: :

1} The modification for parking in the front yard is not supportable. Study other
solutions for parking,

2) The modification to exceed solar access limit is supportable.

3) The maodification for the roof alteration in the setbacks is supportable.

4} Applicant to confer with the City Arborist regarding maintenance or removal of the
street free.

5) Carried forward comment #4 from minutes of 11/23/09: Determine the designated
street tree, or retain the Coral tree.

0} Provide additional details.

7) Show hipped gables on the roof plan.

Action:Mahan/Carroll, 6/1/0. Motion carried.



2010 EMERSON AVE - STAFF HEARING OFFICER MINUTES - JUNE 30,2010

APPLICATION OF MARK MORANDO, AGENT FOR CHARLES
BRADVORD. 2016 EMERSON AVENUE, APN 125-401-002, R-2
TWO-FAMILY _RESIDENCE  7ZONE, GENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION:

12 UNITS PER ACRE (MST2009-00294)

The 8,739 square foot project site is currently developed with a single
family residence. The proposed project involves “as-built” changes that
have occurred on site, meluding replacement of the American four square
gable dormer with a full front gable with French Doors and roof deck, .
addition of two side-facing gable dormers, and the addition of a circular
driveway. The discretionary applications required for this project are
Modifications to permit an increase in roof height within the required six-
foot nterior setback, a dormer addition to exceed the solar access height
limitation, and parking within the required fifteen foot front setback
(SBMC §28.18.060, 28.11.020, & 28.90.001).

The Environmental Analyst has determined that the project is exempt from
further environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Guidelines Section 15301 & 15305.

Present: Mark Morando, Agent; Grant Simon, Owner.

Roxanne Milazzo, Associate Planner, gave the Staff preseﬁfation and
recommendation.

Ms. Reardon announced that she read the Staff Report for the proposed
project and also visited the site and surrounding neighborhood.

The Public Hearing was opened at 9:33 a.m.
Pat McElroy, in support.
The public hearing was closed at 9:36 a.m.

Ms. Reardon stated that she can not support the parking as presented. Ms,
Reardon offered to continue the parking portion of the project four weeks
to the meeting of July 28th to allow the applicant to study ways to reduce
the parking area and increase the landscaping and screening, or denying
the parking without prejudice. Mr. Morando agreed to a four week
continuance for the parking.

Ms. Reardon continued the project four weeks to the meeting of July 28,

2010, to allow the applicant time to prepare an alternative parking
solution.

Exhibit B
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Milazzo, Roxanne

From: Jonathan Leech [JLeech@dudek.com]

Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 11:30 AM

To: Miiazzo, Roxanne; Reardon, Susan; Gantz, Susan; Shafer, Gloria R
Subiect; RE: 2010 Emerson Avenue, MST2009-00294

importance: High
Attachments: 201 0_emerson_parking_solution.pdf
Dear Ms. Shafer,

I apologize that | neglected to include you in the recipients for the email below. However, as |
understand this item is on the Residential Design Board meeting this afternoon, [ wish to
provide some follow up to my initial comments. 1 have a meeting | must attend at SFDB
meeting time, and cannot atcend in person.

The attached pdf contains a recent aerial image, available via BING search engine, for 2010
Emerson Avenue. | have highlighted on the aerial two existing surface parking spaces at the
rear of the property (if you look closely, you can discern one vehicle parked there at the time
of this aerial photo). My awareness of this parking area was one of the pieces of information
that led me to suggest the location of a new carport or parking garage at the rear of this lot; it
would simply be a conversion of the existing parking area to achieve consistency with SBMC
28.90.001 - namely that "covered” off-site parking is required for this land use and zone district.

[ believe this is an ideal area to provide the covered pérking required as a result of the
additional living space requested under MST2009-00294. The following points are relevant to
this conclusion:

I. The area is not visible from the street, and would therefore not further impact the
appearance of the property from public vantage points.

2. Placement of a garage/carport at this focation would not require the removal of any mature
trees.

3. Separation from the main house would eliminate any potential for the transmission of fire
between the structures (since this is a high fire hazard zone).

4. One existing curb cut could be eliminated on the property, increasing on-street parking
opportunities.

5. It would avoid the need for a modification to allow surface parking within the front-yard
setback.

6. It would avoid further bastardization of the original design/setting by not placing additional
development in the front-yard setback ({ understand a garage at the front property line is one

possible solution; | do not support this from a planning perspective AT ALL).

7. "Emergency” access should not be necessary to the carport/garage in this separated
configuration, as it is not habitable. Therefore, even though the access drive steepens toward

7/19/2010 Fvhilgt




Page 2 of 3

the approach to the existing parking spaces, the fire department access requirements should not be
applicable to a detached, non-habitable carport or garage. A fire hose could certainly be pulled up the
drive from Emerson, or down an existing set of access stairs to the neighbor property (2000 Emerson)
from Cleveland Avenue.

8. Lastly, and not of least importance, IT WOULD ALLOW THE FRONT YARD TO BE RECLAIMED
FOR LANDSCAPING.

Thank you,
- Jonathan

Jonathan V. Leech, AICP
Environmental Planner V]
IBLEDER

621 Chapala Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

T: BO5 . 963, 0651 %3527

F: 805 . 963 . 2074

C:805.451 . 5195

wvw. Dudelcrom

PLEASE NOTE: Dudek uses an email fiiter to clean viruses and filter Spam. Please take the time to verify receipt of any
important or time-sensitive email sent to us,

From: Jonathan {eech

Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 5:33 PM

To: 'RMilazzo@SantaBarbaraCA.gov'; 'SReardon@SantaBarbaraCA.gov‘; 'SGantz@SantaBarbaraCA.gov';
'MBedard@SantaBarbaraCA.gov* N .

Subject: 2010 Emerson Avenue, MST2009-00294

Importance: High

Dear Ms. Milazzo,

According to the attached minutes from the June 30, 2010 Staff Hearing Officer meeting, MST2009-
00924 was continued for further review of the modification request to allow parking within the front
yard setback,

| concur with Ms. Reardon that parking for this project deserves more detailed review.,

With regard to the municipal code section referenced in the minutes which addresses residential
parking requirements (SBMC 28.90.001):

A residence requires "two covered parking spaces, provided in carport or garage."

Every other residence on Emerson Avenue provides off-street parking in the form of garage or
carport.

The as-built approvals currently sought at 2010 Emerson Avenue include an entire second floor living
area, where none evidently existed in the original structure. This "1 00% expansion” of living area would
easily exceed the guideline adopted by ABR and SFDB which requires parking to be brought up to
current standards for any expansion in living area of 50% or greater.
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Based upon SBMC 28.90.001 and the degree of living space expansion for the project, and in order to
achieve compatibility with the existing neighborhood conditions, it would appear appropriate to
"resolve” the parking issue by requiring a garage or carport structure, which could be provided to the
rear of the existing residence (the parcel extends to Cleveland Street).

The above conclusions are based upon my experience as an urban planning professional. However, |
will also disclose that [ reside one parcel away from this project, at 1930 Emerson Avenue.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,
- Jonathan

Jonathan V. Leech, AICP
Environmental Planner VI
621 Chapala Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

T: 805 .963 . 0651 x3527

F: 805 . 963 . 2074

C:805.451 . 5196

v Dudel com

PLEASE NOTE: Dudek uses an email filter to ciean viruses and filter Spam. Please take the time to verify receipt of any
important or time-sensitive email sent to us.
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